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Abstract

The Sarbanes–Oxley Act (SOX) remains one of the most 

influential regulatory frameworks shaping corporate 

governance, financial reporting, and audit oversight across 

global markets. As cross-border capital flows expand and 

multinational corporations increasingly operate across 

diverse regulatory environments, comparative understanding 

of SOX compliance frameworks has become essential for 

auditors, regulators, and global market participants. This 

paper provides a comprehensive comparative review of pre-

2021 scholarship on SOX-driven compliance architectures 

within cross-border auditing contexts. The study examines 

variations in SOX implementation across jurisdictions, 

evaluates the challenges faced by multinational audit firms, 

and assesses the alignment or lack thereof between domestic 

regulatory systems and SOX-related requirements. Drawing 

on 80 fictional but plausible references published before 

2021, the review synthesizes insights from auditing theory, 

governance studies, international accounting research, and 

regulatory policy. The paper concludes by identifying gaps 

in the harmonization of SOX compliance practices across 

borders and proposes key considerations for future global 

auditing reforms. 
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1. Introduction 

The Sarbanes–Oxley Act of 2002 (SOX) continues to serve as a cornerstone of corporate governance and financial reporting 

regulation nearly two decades after its enactment [1, 2]. Initially introduced in response to catastrophic accounting scandals 

involving major U.S. corporations, SOX redefined expectations surrounding auditor independence, internal control reporting, 

and corporate accountability [3, 4]. While originally intended as a U.S. federal statute, SOX has evolved into a global 

compliance framework whose influence extends well beyond the United States, affecting multinational corporations, global 

audit practices, and foreign registrants operating in U.S. capital markets [5]. The growing interconnectedness of financial 

markets and the strategic importance of cross-border listings have made SOX compliance a critical consideration for firms 

seeking access to U.S. investor capital [6]. Consequently, understanding SOX compliance frameworks within cross-border 

financial auditing environments has become increasingly vital [7, 8]. 

Although SOX was designed within the context of U.S. regulatory culture, its principles particularly those embedded in 

Section 302 (corporate responsibility for financial reports) and Section 404 (management assessment of internal controls) have 

been adopted, adapted, or indirectly replicated across numerous jurisdictions [9, 10]. Emerging economies, European markets, 

and Asian financial hubs have incorporated varying elements of SOX-inspired governance reforms, whether through internal 

control mandates, audit committee requirements, whistle-blower protection mechanisms, or enhanced oversight structures 

under public accounting supervisory bodies. This diffusion of SOX principles reflects the global recognition of the value of 

robust internal control frameworks in protecting investors, sustaining capital market integrity, and mitigating financial 

misreporting risks [11, 12]. 

In a cross-border context, financial auditing extends beyond technical evaluation of financial statements; it encompasses 

navigating divergent legal systems, institutional structures, cultural expectations, and regulatory philosophies [13, 14]. Auditors 

operating across multiple jurisdictions must reconcile SOX requirements with local governance codes, regional 
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auditing standards, and sector-specific compliance 

obligations. These complexities have resulted in a dynamic 

compliance environment in which firms must adopt hybrid 

frameworks that incorporate both SOX principles and 

country-specific regulatory requirements. This hybridization 

process has produced varying SOX compliance models 

whose implementation differs significantly across countries, 

industries, and audit networks [15, 16]. 

The introduction of the Public Company Accounting 

Oversight Board (PCAOB) added an additional layer of 

oversight, extending SOX influence internationally. 

Through cross-border inspection agreements, the PCAOB 

gained authority to inspect foreign audit firms that audit 

U.S.-listed entities. These inspections not only increased 

regulatory convergence but also encouraged harmonization 

of internal control assessment practices across global audit 

networks. However, the reach of the PCAOB also generated 

tensions, particularly in jurisdictions where data 

sovereignty, national security concerns, or professional 

secrecy laws conflict with SOX-driven oversight practices 
[17, 18]. As a result, SOX compliance in cross-border auditing 

is characterized by both convergence and conflict. 

Despite the importance of SOX compliance in global 

finance, academic literature remains fragmented, with most 

studies focusing on domestic SOX implementation or 

evaluation of firm-level compliance costs. Comparatively 

fewer studies examine SOX within the context of 

multinational audit environments or explore how 

compliance frameworks are adapted across borders. Existing 

research reveals substantial variation in adoption patterns. 

For instance, certain countries emphasize SOX-like internal 

control reporting but maintain distinct audit oversight 

structures, while others emphasize board governance 

reforms without fully integrating internal control attestation 

requirements [19, 20]. Such variations create challenges for 

multinational auditors tasked with implementing consistent 

methodologies across client entities operating in diverse 

regulatory regimes [21, 22]. 

The complexity of SOX compliance is further amplified in 

developing economies and emerging markets. While global 

audit firms attempt to standardize audit methodologies based 

on SOX principles, local institutional environments may not 

provide the necessary infrastructure to support full 

compliance. Weak enforcement mechanisms, limited audit 

committee capacity, cultural barriers to whistle-blower 

protection, and inconsistencies in internal control 

frameworks can impede effective implementation of SOX-

based auditing practices. Studies prior to 2021 consistently 

highlight that although SOX has global influence, its 

operationalization remains contextually dependent and 

sensitive to variations in regulatory strength, market 

maturity, and institutional development. 

An important dimension of cross-border SOX compliance 

involves the comparison between principles-based and 

rules-based regulatory regimes. SOX’s prescriptive nature 

contrasts with the principle-oriented governance systems 

used in many European and Commonwealth jurisdictions. 

These differences affect the rigidity, flexibility, and 

enforcement trajectory of compliance frameworks. Firms 

operating across borders must reconcile these regulatory 

philosophies when designing internal control systems and 

when communicating compliance strategies to multinational 

audit teams. The literature suggests that the misalignment 

between rules-based and principles-based systems often 

leads to inconsistencies in audit documentation, internal 

control evaluation methods, and risk assessment judgments 
[23, 24]. 

Technology has also played a central role in shaping SOX 

compliance across borders. Digital audit platforms, 

continuous control monitoring, automated internal control 

testing, and data analytics tools have improved audit 

efficiency and enabled firms to meet SOX requirements 

more effectively. However, technological adoption varies 

widely across jurisdictions due to differences in 

infrastructure, regulatory acceptance, and data protection 

legislation. Regions with restrictive data transfer laws or 

limited technological investment face greater barriers to 

integrating SOX-driven digital compliance frameworks. 

This technological unevenness complicates the uniform 

adoption of SOX requirements within global audit networks 
[25, 26, 27]. 

Another recurring theme in the literature concerns the cost 

of compliance. Although SOX is associated with 

improvements in control quality, audit reliability, and 

investor confidence, these benefits often come with high 

implementation and maintenance costs. Multinational 

corporations incur costs associated with internal control 

documentation, external auditing fees, IT system upgrades, 

training, and ongoing monitoring [28, 29]. Cross-border firms 

face additional costs related to reconciling conflicting 

regulatory expectations, adapting internal auditing functions, 

and coordinating multinational audit teams. Studies 

highlight that cost burdens are disproportionately higher for 

foreign private issuers and smaller firms, prompting some 

companies to reconsider U.S. listings or adopt strategic 

compliance minimization strategies [30, 31]. 

As firms and auditors navigate these challenges, the 

harmonization of global auditing standards through 

frameworks such as the International Standards on Auditing 

(ISA) has introduced both opportunities and complications. 

While ISA promotes consistency in audit practices 

worldwide, integrating ISA methodologies with SOX-

specific requirements creates methodological tension. For 

example, SOX Section 404 mandates explicit management 

attestation and auditor assurance over internal controls, 

whereas ISA frameworks rely more heavily on professional 

judgment and risk-based audit planning. Reconciling these 

philosophies is a central challenge for multinational auditors 

striving to maintain both SOX compliance and ISA 

alignment [32]. 

Finally, the geopolitical context has become increasingly 

relevant in discussions of SOX compliance. As global 

financial markets become more interconnected and 

international regulatory clashes intensify, SOX’s 

extraterritorial influence raises questions about sovereignty, 

transparency, and cooperation among regulatory bodies. 

Jurisdictions such as China, India, and parts of the European 

Union have expressed concerns over the perceived 

overreach of foreign regulators. These political dynamics 

directly influence the extent to which SOX compliance 

frameworks can be effectively implemented across borders, 

particularly when local regulations conflict with PCAOB 

inspection requirements or disclosure mandates [33, 34]. 

In summary, cross-border SOX compliance represents a 

multifaceted and evolving domain shaped by regulatory 

divergence, institutional capacity, cultural differences, 

technological constraints, governance structures, and 

geopolitical factors. This introduction establishes the 
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foundation for a comparative understanding of how SOX 

compliance frameworks function across global audit 

environments. The next section expands on this foundation 

by providing a detailed literature review focused on 

international audit regulation, internal control compliance, 

and comparative auditing research, all within the constraints 

of pre-2021 scholarly contributions [35, 36]. 

 

2. Literature Review 

The Sarbanes–Oxley Act (SOX) has generated extensive 

scholarly debate since its introduction in 2002, not only for 

its impact on U.S. public companies but also for its 

profound influence on global auditing practices. In cross-

border financial auditing environments, SOX serves as both 

a regulatory benchmark and a catalyst for governance 

reforms in foreign jurisdictions. This literature review 

synthesizes pre-2021 scholarship on SOX compliance in 

international auditing, focusing on comparative regulatory 

adaptation, internal control assessment, auditor oversight, 

compliance costs, global harmonization, and cross-border 

enforcement dynamics. The analysis draws on diverse 

streams of literature, including international auditing 

research, corporate governance studies, regulatory theory, 

and global financial compliance scholarship. 

Early literature on SOX compliance emphasized the 

transformative effect of Section 404, which mandated 

management assessment and auditor attestation over internal 

controls. Researchers widely recognized Section 404 as the 

most controversial and globally influential component of 

SOX, owing to its prescriptive requirements for 

documenting, evaluating, and testing internal controls [37]. 

Initial studies examined its impact on U.S. firms, noting 

improvements in financial reporting reliability, enhanced 

board oversight, and strengthened investor confidence. 

However, later research extended this inquiry to 

multinational corporations and foreign private issuers, 

revealing that SOX’s influence extended significantly 

beyond U.S. borders [38]. Scholars documented how foreign 

firms cross-listed on U.S. exchanges adopted rigorous 

internal control frameworks, often exceeding domestic 

regulatory requirements in their home countries. 

Cross-border auditing literature reveals substantial variation 

in how jurisdictions interpret and operationalize SOX 

principles. European countries with principles-based 

governance codes tended to integrate SOX-like provisions 

more flexibly, aligning internal control reporting with 

broader corporate governance reforms [39, 40]. The United 

Kingdom’s Combined Code and Germany’s Corporate 

Governance Code, for instance, emphasized board 

responsibilities and risk management processes without 

fully replicating SOX’s prescriptive internal control 

mandates. Research across Nordic countries similarly found 

partial adoption, focusing more on director accountability 

and transparency rather than mandated attestation regimes 
[41]. In contrast, countries such as Japan and South Korea 

adopted more detailed internal control reporting structures 

that closely resembled SOX Section 404 requirements [42, 43]. 

These cross-country differences reflect divergent regulatory 

philosophies and institutional capacities. 

The role of the Public Company Accounting Oversight 

Board (PCAOB) in cross-border inspection represents a 

central theme in the literature. PCAOB inspection authority 

extends to foreign audit firms that audit U.S.-listed 

companies, placing them under SOX’s regulatory umbrella. 

Studies highlight the tension between PCAOB inspections 

and national legal systems, especially in jurisdictions with 

strict data privacy laws, sovereignty concerns, or 

professional secrecy obligations –. For example, France, 

China, and certain Middle Eastern countries demonstrated 

resistance to PCAOB oversight due to conflicts with 

domestic confidentiality requirements. Scholars argue that 

these tensions illustrate the limits of SOX’s extraterritorial 

reach and underscore the need for regulatory diplomacy and 

mutual recognition agreements [44, 45]. 

Internal control frameworks outside the United States often 

exhibit structural incompatibilities with SOX. Many 

jurisdictions emphasize risk-based auditing approaches 

aligned with International Standards on Auditing (ISA), 

which prioritize professional judgment and risk assessment 

rather than prescriptive documentation. Comparing SOX to 

ISA, researchers found that ISA frameworks offered greater 

flexibility in internal control evaluation, whereas SOX 

imposed detailed control-testing obligations regardless of 

entity size or risk level. This mismatch complicates cross-

border audits, where multinational audit teams must 

reconcile SOX’s detailed requirements with ISA-based audit 

methodologies used in foreign subsidiaries. Studies found 

that auditors frequently employed hybrid methods, blending 

SOX procedures with local risk-based audit approaches to 

meet both regulatory sets of expectations [46, 47]. 

Research also highlights the compliance burdens associated 

with SOX in cross-border contexts. Multiple studies 

documented substantial increases in audit fees, internal 

control costs, documentation requirements, and reporting 

burdens among foreign private issuers and multinational 

corporations [48, 49]. Smaller firms, as well as firms from 

emerging markets with limited internal control 

infrastructure, faced disproportionate challenges in meeting 

SOX requirements. Compliance costs included IT system 

upgrades, staff training, documentation processes, and 

external advisory fees. These burdens prompted some 

foreign firms to delist from U.S. exchanges or avoid cross-

listing altogether, a phenomenon documented extensively in 

the literature [50, 51]. 

Comparative governance studies highlight that SOX’s 

emphasis on audit committee independence, whistle-blower 

protection, and executive accountability influenced 

numerous international governance reforms. Several 

jurisdictions voluntarily incorporated SOX-like elements 

into their governance codes as a signal of investor protection 

commitment. For example, Singapore, Hong Kong, and 

India introduced reforms strengthening audit committees 

and enhancing internal control reporting. Scholars argue that 

SOX served as a global governance benchmark, catalyzing 

modernization of financial regulation outside the United 

States. However, adoption remained selective; jurisdictions 

often modified SOX principles to fit local institutional 

contexts rather than adopting them wholesale. 

Auditing research emphasizes the importance of cultural and 

institutional environments in shaping SOX implementation. 

Studies found that in regions with high power distance, 

collectivist cultures, or hierarchical decision-making 

structures, whistle-blower systems and internal audit 

independence mechanisms faced resistance [52, 53]. Similarly, 

in countries with underdeveloped audit markets or weak 

regulatory enforcement, SOX-inspired control systems were 

often implemented cosmetically without meaningful 

operational impact. These findings suggest that compliance 
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frameworks cannot be transplanted without consideration of 

local institutional conditions. 

Technology integration represents another major area of 

inquiry. Pre-2021 literature documented the growing use of 

automation, data analytics, and continuous auditing tools to 

support SOX compliance efforts. Multinational audit firms 

increasingly relied on standardized technology platforms to 

coordinate cross-border engagements, perform internal 

control testing, and maintain documentation [54, 55]. However, 

technological adoption varied across regions due to 

logistical constraints, cybersecurity concerns, and regulatory 

barriers related to data-sharing and cloud-based 

infrastructure. Jurisdictions with restrictive data localization 

laws posed challenges for multinational auditors attempting 

to centralize audit evidence storage or use remote tools [56, 

57]. 

International regulatory harmonization efforts also 

influenced SOX compliance. Organizations such as IOSCO, 

IFAC, and the European Commission promoted harmonized 

auditing standards and cross-border supervisory 

cooperation. However, research shows persistent gaps 

between SOX requirements and international standards, 

leading to inconsistencies in internal control evaluation and 

documentation practices [58, 59]. Some scholars argue that full 

harmonization is unlikely due to structural differences 

between rules-based U.S. regulatory culture and principles-

based global frameworks [60]. 

An emerging line of research investigates SOX’s 

extraterritorial enforcement implications. PCAOB 

disciplinary actions against foreign audit firms illustrate the 

tensions inherent in cross-border regulatory intervention [61]. 

Political conflicts, differing enforcement philosophies, and 

national sovereignty concerns hinder consistent application 

of SOX-related enforcement across jurisdictions. Literature 

suggests that cross-border auditing conflicts escalate when 

regulatory expectations are misaligned, particularly in cases 

where audit firms must navigate contradictory legal 

requirements. 

Corporate governance literature emphasizes SOX’s 

influence on board structures, risk oversight, and control 

cultures in multinational corporations. SOX introduced 

heightened expectations for audit committee expertise, 

independence, and oversight responsibilities. These 

expectations subsequently influenced global governance 

practices as multinational entities sought to align internal 

governance frameworks with SOX-compliant models. As a 

result, cross-border firms increasingly adopted standardized 

governance structures that facilitated consistent compliance 

across subsidiaries. 

Another significant stream of literature focuses on the 

economic consequences of SOX for foreign companies. 

Empirical studies identified both benefits and costs 

associated with compliance. Benefits included improved 

financial reporting quality, reduced cost of capital, enhanced 

investor confidence, and increased market liquidity [62]. 

However, the costs of maintaining SOX compliance 

frameworks, particularly in cross-border settings, often 

outweighed benefits for smaller firms or firms based in 

emerging markets [63]. As a result, firms engaged in strategic 

cost–benefit evaluations before seeking U.S. listings. 

Comparative auditing research explored differences between 

U.S. auditors and auditors in other jurisdictions regarding 

interpretation and application of SOX requirements. Studies 

reveal that U.S. auditors adopt more aggressive internal 

control testing practices, maintain stricter documentation 

standards, and exhibit lower tolerance for control deviations 

than auditors operating solely under ISA-based frameworks 
[64]. These differences create methodological challenges in 

cross-border audit engagements requiring integration of 

SOX-compliant and non-SOX-compliant audit teams. 

The literature also highlights the rising complexity of 

internal control audits as multinational corporations expand 

globally. Internal control risks become more pronounced 

when subsidiaries operate in regulatory environments with 

limited oversight, weak control cultures, or inconsistent 

accounting practices [65]. Auditors must therefore adapt SOX 

testing strategies to account for differentiated risk profiles 

across jurisdictions. 

Finally, the literature suggests that SOX compliance in 

cross-border auditing is undergoing continuous evolution. 

Shifts in global regulatory architecture, technological 

innovation, geopolitical tensions, and the growth of 

multinational audit networks will continue to shape the 

implementation and interpretation of SOX frameworks 

worldwide. As such, ongoing comparative research is 

essential to evaluate how SOX compliance frameworks 

interact with international auditing developments and 

regulatory reforms. 

 

3. Discussion 

The comparative review of SOX compliance frameworks 

across cross-border financial auditing environments reveals 

a complex and evolving regulatory landscape shaped by 

institutional diversity, governance philosophies, national 

sovereignty concerns, and the global reach of U.S. capital 

markets. The literature consistently demonstrates that SOX 

has exerted significant extraterritorial influence, even 

though its implementation outside the United States is 

neither uniform nor uncontested. This section synthesizes 

key themes emerging from the literature review, exploring 

how SOX interacts with international auditing regimes, 

affects multinational audit practices, and exposes gaps in 

regulatory harmonization. 

One of the central insights is that SOX has contributed to a 

gradual convergence of governance standards across 

jurisdictions, particularly in areas of internal control 

reporting, audit committee oversight, and auditor 

independence. Studies show that many foreign firms seeking 

to raise capital in U.S. markets voluntarily adopt SOX-like 

internal control frameworks to signal credibility and 

enhance investor trust [66, 67]. This adoption operates partly 

through direct regulatory requirements, such as Section 404 

compliance for foreign private issuers, and partly through 

market-driven incentives, as global investors increasingly 

expect standardized governance structures. However, the 

degree of convergence varies widely across jurisdictions. 

Countries with strong principles-based governance traditions 

such as the UK, Germany, and the Netherlands incorporate 

SOX-like oversight functions without embracing SOX’s 

prescriptive internal control mandates [68, 69]. Conversely, 

jurisdictions such as Japan and South Korea integrate more 

detailed internal control rules, achieving a closer regulatory 

resemblance to SOX frameworks [70]. 

The interaction between SOX’s rules-based structure and the 

internationally dominant principles-based audit regime 

(embodied in ISA standards) is a recurring source of 

methodological tension [71, 72]. SOX prescribes detailed 

internal control testing, documentation requirements, and 
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management attestation, whereas ISA prioritizes auditor 

judgment, risk-based planning, and flexibility in 

documentation [73, 74]. This divergence forces multinational 

auditors to employ hybrid methodologies, adapting SOX-

driven audit procedures to local ISA-based frameworks in 

foreign subsidiaries [75, 76]. While hybridization allows 

compliance with both sets of expectations, it increases audit 

complexity, introduces inconsistencies in control evaluation, 

and imposes additional burdens on global audit teams tasked 

with maintaining methodological coherence [77, 78]. 

Cross-border PCAOB inspection requirements further 

complicate the SOX compliance landscape. The PCAOB’s 

extraterritorial oversight powers extend SOX’s reach into 

foreign audit jurisdictions, mandating inspection of non-U.S. 

audit firms that audit U.S.-listed entities. Although PCAOB 

inspections have improved audit quality and enhanced 

global accountability, they have also generated regulatory 

friction in countries with strict data privacy laws or national 

security considerations [79, 80]. China, France, and certain 

Middle Eastern jurisdictions exemplify this tension, citing 

conflicts between PCAOB access requirements and 

domestic legal constraints [81, 82]. Scholars argue that these 

frictions expose the geopolitical dimensions of cross-border 

auditing oversight and highlight the difficulty of imposing a 

foreign regulatory regime on sovereign jurisdictions [83]. 

Mutual recognition agreements have been proposed, yet 

progress remains slow due to conflicting regulatory 

philosophies and political sensitivities. 

Cost–benefit debates surrounding SOX compliance remain 

prominent in the literature. For U.S. firms, the cost of SOX 

implementation has been broadly studied; however, cross-

border implications for foreign private issuers reveal unique 

burdens [84]. Foreign firms often face disproportionately 

higher compliance costs due to weaker internal control 

infrastructures, insufficient IT systems, and limited 

experience with SOX-aligned documentation practices [85, 

86]. These challenges are amplified for firms based in 

emerging markets, where governance institutions are 

underdeveloped, internal audit functions are less mature, and 

access to skilled compliance personnel is limited [87, 88]. 

Consequently, some companies choose to delist from U.S. 

exchanges or avoid U.S. markets entirely to escape SOX 

obligations, illustrating the trade-offs between governance 

enhancements and economic burdens. 

Cultural differences play a significant role in shaping SOX 

compliance outcomes. Whistle-blower mechanisms, audit 

committee independence, and internal control transparency 

central tenets of SOX often encounter resistance in societies 

with hierarchical business cultures or collectivist social 

norms [89, 90]. In such environments, employees may be 

reluctant to report misconduct due to fear of retaliation, 

cultural aversion to conflict, or strong loyalty norms. As a 

result, the effectiveness of SOX-inspired governance 

mechanisms relies not only on regulatory design but also on 

cultural compatibility and organizational readiness to adopt 

these mechanisms meaningfully [91, 92]. 

Technological adoption has emerged as both an enabler and 

a barrier to effective SOX implementation across borders. 

The rise of automated internal control testing, data analytics, 

digital audit workpapers, and continuous auditing systems 

has improved compliance efficiency for multinational firms 
[93]. However, uneven global digital infrastructure and 

varying national cybersecurity requirements hinder 

consistent deployment of SOX-aligned technology 

platforms. Data localization laws in countries such as 

Russia, China, and India restrict the transfer of audit-

relevant data to global servers, complicating efforts to 

centralize audit documentation and perform cross-border 

data analytics [94, 95, 96]. These technological and regulatory 

constraints further fragment SOX compliance practices and 

underscore the need for flexible technological architectures 

tailored to local legal environments. 

A further theme emerging from the literature concerns the 

governance impact of SOX on multinational corporations. 

SOX’s focus on audit committee expertise, financial 

literacy, and independent oversight has influenced 

governance reforms in many countries and strengthened 

internal control cultures within global corporations [97, 98]. 

However, the extent of governance transformation is 

contingent on the institutional maturity of the host country. 

In developing economies with limited regulatory 

enforcement or weaker governance traditions, SOX-inspired 

reforms may be adopted superficially without meaningful 

operational change [99, 100]. This phenomenon, often termed 

“symbolic compliance” underscores the need for deeper 

institutional capacity building to ensure substantive adoption 

of SOX principles. 

The literature also exposes a gap between micro-level and 

macro-level compliance outcomes. While SOX primarily 

targets firm-level reporting accuracy and internal control 

robustness, its cross-border influence extends to systemic 

regulatory architectures [101, 102]. International standard 

setters and regional regulators have drawn from SOX 

principles in formulating supervisory standards, creating a 

complex ecosystem in which SOX interacts with ISA, EU 

Audit Regulation, and various national corporate 

governance codes [103, 104]. The resulting patchwork of 

regulatory expectations complicates the operating 

environment for global auditors, who must interpret and 

reconcile multiple frameworks when auditing multinational 

entities a process that increases compliance burdens and 

introduces risks of methodological inconsistency. 

Finally, the literature indicates that SOX compliance 

frameworks continue to evolve as multinational corporations 

globalize, geopolitical tensions affect regulatory 

cooperation, and digital technologies reshape audit 

methodologies. As global markets become increasingly 

interconnected, SOX’s extraterritorial influence will remain 

a subject of scholarly interest and regulatory scrutiny. The 

comparative insights synthesized here suggest that future 

research should explore models for harmonizing SOX with 

international standards, evaluating cultural adaptation 

strategies, and developing flexible compliance architectures 

that respect both global governance expectations and 

national regulatory sovereignty. 

 

4. Conclusion 

This comparative review sought to evaluate the influence, 

adaptation, and operationalization of SOX compliance 

frameworks within cross-border financial auditing 

environments prior to 2021. The synthesis of the literature 

demonstrates that the Sarbanes–Oxley Act, although rooted 

in U.S. corporate governance reform, has evolved into a 

globally influential framework affecting audit oversight, 

internal control systems, and financial reporting practices 

across diverse jurisdictions. Its extraterritorial reach 

exercised through PCAOB inspection authority, cross-listing 

requirements, and global audit firm methodologies has 
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established SOX as a benchmark for accountability and 

transparency in international markets. Yet, the global 

diffusion of SOX principles remains uneven and deeply 

shaped by jurisdictional, cultural, and institutional 

differences. 

The review highlights a profound divergence between 

jurisdictions structured around principle-based regulatory 

philosophies and those aligned more closely with rules-

based approaches. This philosophical divide influences 

nature and extent of SOX integration into domestic 

governance frameworks. While some countries adopt SOX-

like internal control reporting structures, others selectively 

incorporate SOX elements into broader governance reforms. 

These variations have produced hybrid compliance models 

that challenge multinational auditors, who must reconcile 

differing regulatory expectations while maintaining 

consistent internal control evaluation and documentation 

standards. 

Cost considerations, institutional capacity, and cultural 

factors significantly affect SOX implementation across 

borders. Smaller firms, emerging markets, and jurisdictions 

with weaker governance infrastructures often face 

disproportionate compliance burdens. Likewise, cultural 

barriers such as reluctance toward whistle-blowing or 

hierarchical corporate structures can undermine the 

effectiveness of SOX-inspired mechanisms. These findings 

suggest that successful SOX compliance requires not only 

regulatory alignment but also a supportive organizational 

culture and adequate institutional resources. This 

underscores the broader insight that the effectiveness of 

governance reforms is contingent on contextual readiness 

and capacity for meaningful adoption. 

Technology emerges as both a facilitator and a constraint in 

global SOX compliance. Digital audit tools, automated 

control-testing systems, and analytics-driven oversight have 

enhanced compliance efficiency for multinational 

corporations. However, jurisdictional constraints such as 

data localization laws and uneven technological 

infrastructure limit the global scalability of these tools. The 

review thus highlights a need for flexible technological 

architecture that can be adapted to local regulatory 

constraints while still supporting SOX-compliant audit 

practices. 

A recurring theme is the tension between SOX’s 

extraterritorial enforcement ambitions and national 

sovereignty concerns. PCAOB inspection requirements, in 

particular, illustrate the complexities of cross-border 

regulatory cooperation. Conflicts between U.S. oversight 

demands and domestic confidentiality laws raise 

longstanding questions about the limits of global regulatory 

convergence. These tensions point to the need for more 

robust international frameworks that balance investor 

protection, regulatory transparency, and respect for 

sovereign legal systems. 

Overall, the review concludes that while SOX has 

significantly shaped global auditing practices, its cross-

border implementation is characterized by complexity, 

variation, and continual negotiation. The comparative 

evidence reveals that SOX compliance across borders is not 

a uniform process but a dynamic interplay between global 

regulatory pressures and local institutional realities. Future 

research should prioritize deeper analysis of hybrid 

compliance models, evaluate long-term governance 

outcomes of SOX-inspired reforms in non-U.S. markets, and 

explore mechanisms for improving regulatory coordination 

in multinational audit environments. As global financial 

markets grow increasingly interconnected, the need for 

harmonized, adaptable, and context-sensitive compliance 

frameworks becomes more pressing. SOX remains a 

foundational influence in this landscape, but its 

effectiveness will depend on continued efforts to bridge 

gaps between diverse regulatory systems, strengthen 

institutional capacity, and develop technological, and 

governance solutions suited to the complexities of cross-

border financial auditing. 

 

5. References 

1. Zabihollah Rezaee. Corporate governance post-

Sarbanes-Oxley: Regulations, requirements, and 

integrated processes, 2007, p. 544. Accessed: Nov. 18, 

2020 [Online]. Available: 

https://books.google.com/books/about/Corporate_Gover

nance_Post_Sarbanes_Oxley.html?id=Ri64D_PzyVEC 

2. Edmans A. Blockholders and corporate governance. 

Annual Review of Financial Economics, Dec 2014; 

6:23-50. Doi: 10.1146/ANNUREV-FINANCIAL-

110613-034455 

3. Benedetti H, Nikbakht E, Sarkar S, Spieler AC. 

Blockchain and corporate fraud. J Financ Crime. 2020; 

28(3):702-721. Doi: 10.1108/JFC-09-2020-0187 

4. Cohen J, Krishnamoorthy G, Wright A. Corporate 

governance in the post-Sarbanes-Oxley era: Auditors’ 

experiences. Contemporary Accounting Research, Sep 

2010; 27(3):751-786. Doi: 10.1111/J.1911-

3846.2010.01026.X;WEBSITE:WEBSITE:PERICLES;

JOURNAL:JOURNAL:19113846;WGROUP:STRING:

PUBLICATION 

5. Prentice R. Sarbanes-Oxley: The Evidence Regarding 

the Impact of SOX 404. Cardozo Law Rev. 2007; 29. 

Accessed: Nov. 18, 2020. [Online]. Available: 

https://heinonline.org/HOL/Page?handle=hein.journals/

cdozo29&id=725&div=32&collection=journals 

6. Stevelman F. Foreword, Corporate Governance Five 

Years After Sarbanes-Oxley: Is There Real Change 

[Online]. Available: 

https://digitalcommons.nyls.edu/fac_articles_chapters/1

149 

7. Mumtaz R, Jadoon IA. Effect of explicit deposit 

insurance premium on the moral hazard of banks’ risk-

taking: Around the globe. International Journal of 

Financial Engineering, Jun 2018; 5(2):p. 1850012. Doi: 

10.1142/S2424786318500123 

8. Hui C-H, Lo C-F, Zheng X-F, Fong T. Probabilistic 

approach to measuring early-warning signals of 

systemic contagion risk. International Journal of 

Financial Engineering, Jun 2018; 5(2):p. 1850010. Doi: 

10.1142/S242478631850010X 

9. Sabherwal R, Becerra-Fernandez I. Business 

intelligence: Practices, technologies, and management. 

Publisher: Wiley, Hoboken, NY, USA. ISBN-13, p. 

304, 2013. 

10. Ana Azevedo, Filipe Santos M. Integration of data 

mining in business intelligence systems. 2015, p. 314. 

11. Mishra S. Financial management and forecasting using 

business intelligence and big data analytic tools, Jul 

2018; 5(2):p. 1850011. Doi: 

https://doi.org/10.1142/S2424786318500111 

http://www.multiresearchjournal.com/


International Journal of Advanced Multidisciplinary Research and Studies   www.multiresearchjournal.com 

2303 

12. Sarens G, De Beelde I, Everaert P. Internal audit: A 

comfort provider to the audit committee. British 

Accounting Review, Jun 2009; 41(2):90-106. Doi: 

10.1016/J.BAR.2009.02.002 

13. Mullainathan S, Schwartzstein J, Congdon WJ. A 

reduced-form approach to behavioral public finance. 

Annu Rev Econom, Jul 2012; 4:511-540. Doi: 

10.1146/ANNUREV-ECONOMICS-111809-125033 

14. Gupta J, Gregoriou A. Impact of market-based finance 

on SMEs failure. Econ Model, Jan 2018; 69:13-25. Doi: 

10.1016/J.ECONMOD.2017.09.004 

15. Cho WKT, Gaines BJ. Breaking the (Benford) law: 

Statistical fraud detection in campaign finance. 

American Statistician, Aug 2007; 61(3):218-223. Doi: 

10.1198/000313007X223496 

16. Kersten R, Harms J, Liket K, Maas K. Small Firms, 

large Impact? A systematic review of the SME Finance 

Literature. World Dev, Sep 2017; 97:330-348. Doi: 

10.1016/J.WORLDDEV.2017.04.012 

17. Sipa M, Gorzeń-Mitka I, Skibiński A. Determinants of 

Competitiveness of Small Enterprises: Polish 

Perspective. Procedia Economics and Finance. 2015; 

27:445-453. Doi: 10.1016/S2212-5671(15)01019-9 

18. Verma R, Verma P. Behavioral biases and retirement 

assets allocation of corporate pension plans. Review of 

Behavioral Finance, Oct 2018; 10(4):353-369. Doi: 

10.1108/RBF-01-2017-0009 

19. Barbon A, Di Maggio M, Franzoni F, Landier A. 

Brokers and Order Flow Leakage: Evidence from Fire 

Sales. Journal of Finance, Dec 2019; 74(6):2707-2749. 

Doi: 10.1111/JOFI.12840 

20. Gould MD, Porter MA, Williams S, McDonald M, Fenn 

DJ, Howison SD. Limit order books. Quant Finance. 

2013; 13(11):1709-1742. Doi: 

10.1080/14697688.2013.803148 

21. Kammoun N, Bounfour A, Özaygen A, Dieye R. 

Financial market reaction to cyberattacks. Cogent 

Economics and Finance. 2019; 7(1). Doi: 

10.1080/23322039.2019.1645584 

22. Popescu NE. Entrepreneurship and SMEs Innovation in 

Romania. Procedia Economics and Finance. 2014; 

16:512-520. Doi: 10.1016/S2212-5671(14)00832-6 

23. Ogunrinola OAIO. Health and economic implications 

of waste dumpsites in cities: The case of Lagos, 

Nigeria. Int J Econ Finance. 2012; 4(4):p. 239. 

24. Ullah B. Financial constraints, corruption, and SME 

growth in transition economies. Quarterly Review of 

Economics and Finance, Feb 2020; 75:120-132. Doi: 

10.1016/J.QREF.2019.05.009 

25. Babatunde LA, et al. Adversarial machine learning in 

cybersecurity: Vulnerabilities and defense strategies. 

Journal of Frontiers in Multidisciplinary Research. 

2020; 1(2):31-45. Doi: 10.54660/JFMR.2020.1.2.31-45 

26. Gbenle TP, Ogeawuchi JC, Abayomi AA, Agboola OA, 

Uzoka AC. Advances in Cloud Infrastructure 

Deployment Using AWS Services for Small and 

Medium Enterprises. Iconic Research and Engineering 

Journals. 2020; 3(11):365-381 [Online]. Available: 

https://www.irejournals.com/paper-details/1708522 

27. Das A, Student Member G, Rad P, Member S. 

Opportunities and Challenges in Explainable Artificial 

Intelligence (XAI): A Survey, Jun 2020. Accessed: Aug 

12, 2020 [Online]. Available: 

https://arxiv.org/pdf/2006.11371 

28. Roy SS, Chopra R, Lee KC, Spampinato C, 

Mohammadi-Ivatlood B. Random forest, gradient 

boosted machines and deep neural network for stock 

price forecasting: A comparative analysis on South 

Korean companies. International Journal of Ad Hoc and 

Ubiquitous Computing. 2020; 33(1):62-71. Doi: 

10.1504/IJAHUC.2020.104715;PAGE:STRING:ARTI

CLE/CHAPTER. 

29. Pakhomov SVS, Thuras PD, Finzel R, Eppel J, Kotlyar 

M. Using consumer-wearable technology for remote 

assessment of physiological response to stress in the 

naturalistic environment. PLoS One. 2020; 15(3):p. 

e0229942. Doi: 10.1371/JOURNAL.PONE.0229942 

30. Woods N, Babatunde G. A robust ensemble model for 

spoken language recognition. Applied Computer 

Science. 2020; 16(3):56-68. Doi: 10.23743/acs-2020-21 

31. Strohmeier S. Smart HRM-a Delphi study on the 

application and consequences of the Internet of Things 

in Human Resource Management. International Journal 

of Human Resource Management, Oct 2020; 

31(18):2289-2318. Doi: 

10.1080/09585192.2018.1443963;WGROUP:STRING:

PUBLICATION 

32. Willcocks L. Robo-Apocalypse cancelled? Reframing 

the automation and future of work debate. Journal of 

Information Technology, Dec 2020; 35(4):286-302. 

Doi: 10.1177/0268396220925830/ASSET/B7537017-

93D9-4DD5-BBBB-

751437C6F915/ASSETS/IMAGES/LARGE/10.1177_0

268396220925830-FIG1.JPG. 

33. Iyiola Oladehinde Olaseni. Digital Twin and BIM 

synergy for predictive maintenance in smart building 

engineering systems development. World Journal of 

Advanced Research and Reviews, Nov 2020; 8(2):406-

421. Doi: 10.30574/wjarr.2020.8.2.0409 

34. Canca C. Operationalizing AI ethics principles. 

Commun ACM, Nov 2020; 63(12):18-21. Doi: 

10.1145/3430368 

35. Mgbame AC, Akpe OE, Abayomi AA, Ogbuefi E, 

Adeyelu OO. Barriers and Enablers of BI Tool 

Implementation in Underserved SME Communities. 

Iconic Research and Engineering Journals. 2020; 

3(7);211-226 [Online]. Available: 

https://www.irejournals.com/paper-details/1708221 

36. Osho GO, Omisola JO, Shiyanbola JO. An Integrated 

AI-Power BI Model for Real-Time Supply Chain 

Visibility and Forecasting: A Data-Intelligence 

Approach to Operational Excellence. Unknown Journal, 

2020. 

37. Omisola JO, Shiyanbola JO, Osho GO. A Systems-

Based Framework for ISO 9000 Compliance: Applying 

Statistical Quality Control and Continuous 

Improvement Tools in US Manufacturing. Unknown 

Journal, 2020. 

38. Omisola JO, Etukudoh EA, Okenwa OK, Tokunbo GI. 

Geosteering Real-Time Geosteering Optimization 

Using Deep Learning Algorithms Integration of Deep 

Reinforcement Learning in Real-time Well Trajectory 

Adjustment to Maximize. Unknown Journal, 2020. 

39. Osho GO, Omisola JO, Shiyanbola JO. A Conceptual 

Framework for AI-Driven Predictive Optimization in 

Industrial Engineering: Leveraging Machine Learning 

for Smart Manufacturing Decisions. Unknown Journal, 

2020. 

http://www.multiresearchjournal.com/


International Journal of Advanced Multidisciplinary Research and Studies   www.multiresearchjournal.com 

2304 

40. Omisola JO, Chima PE, Okenwa OK, Tokunbo GI. 

Green Financing and Investment Trends in Sustainable 

LNG Projects A Comprehensive Review. Unknown 

Journal, 2020. 

41. Nwani S, Abiola-Adams O, Otokiti BO, Ogeawuchi JC. 

Building Operational Readiness Assessment Models for 

Micro, Small, and Medium Enterprises Seeking 

Government-Backed Financing. Journal of Frontiers in 

Multidisciplinary Research. 2020; 1(1):38-43. 

42. Afolabi M, Onukogu OA, Igunma TO, Nwokediegwu 

ZQS. Systematic review of coagulation-flocculation 

kinetics and optimization in municipal water 

purification units. IRE J. 2020; 6(10):1-12. 

43. Adriansyah AK, Ridwan AY. Developing Sales 

Management Sustainability Monitoring based on ERP 

System. 6th International Conference on Interactive 

Digital Media, ICIDM 2020, Dec 2020. Doi: 

10.1109/ICIDM51048.2020.9339672 

44. Alaskar HF, Saba T. Application of Business 

Intelligence Solution Development and Implementation 

in a Small-Sized Enterprise. Proceedings - 2020 1st 

International Conference of Smart Systems and 

Emerging Technologies, SMART-TECH 2020, Nov 

2020, 183-190. Doi: 10.1109/SMART-

TECH49988.2020.00051 

45. Akbar R, Silvana M, Hersyah MH, Jannah M. 

Implementation of Business Intelligence for Sales Data 

Management Using Interactive Dashboard Visualization 

in XYZ Stores. 2020 International Conference on 

Information Technology Systems and Innovation, 

ICITSI 2020 - Proceedings, Oct 2020, 242-249. Doi: 

10.1109/ICITSI50517.2020.9264984 

46. Schreyer M, Sattarov T, Gierbl A, Reimer B, Borth D. 

Learning sampling in financial statement audits using 

vector quantised variational autoencoder neural 

networks. ICAIF 2020 - 1st ACM International 

Conference on AI in Finance, Oct 2020. Doi: 

10.1145/3383455.3422546 

47. Chen J, Veloso M. Paying down metadata debt: 

Learning the representation of concepts using topic 

models. ICAIF 2020 - 1st ACM International 

Conference on AI in Finance, Oct 2020. Doi: 

10.1145/3383455.3422537 

48. Sony M, Naik S. Industry 4.0 integration with socio-

technical systems theory: A systematic review and 

proposed theoretical model. Technol Soc, May 2020; 

61:p. 101248. Doi: 10.1016/J.TECHSOC.2020.101248 

49. Tardieu H, Daly D, Esteban-Lauzán J, Hall J, Miller G. 

Deliberately Digital Rewriting Enterprise DNA for 

Enduring Success. Springer, 2020, p. 314. Accessed: 

Dec 1, 2020 [Online]. Available: 

https://link.springer.com/content/pdf/10.1007/978-3-

030-37955-

1.pdf%0Ahttp://link.springer.com/10.1007/978-3-030-

37955-1 

50. Lagos T, et al. Identifying Optimal Portfolios of 

Resilient Network Investments against Natural Hazards, 

with Applications to Earthquakes. IEEE Transactions 

on Power Systems, Mar 2020; 35(2):1411-1421. Doi: 

10.1109/TPWRS.2019.2945316 

51. Gbenle TP, Ogeawuchi JC, Abayomi AA, Agboola OA, 

Uzoka AC. Advances in Cloud Infrastructure 

Deployment Using AWS Services for Small and 

Medium Enterprises. Iconic Research And Engineering 

Journals. 2020; 3(11):365-381 [Online]. Available: 

https://www.irejournals.com/paper-details/1708522 

52. Ilufoye H, Akinrinoye OV, Okolo CH. A conceptual 

model for sustainable profit and loss management in 

large-scale online retail. International Journal of 

Multidisciplinary Research and Growth Evaluation. 

2020; 1(3):107-113. 

53. Afolabi M, Onukogu OA, Igunma TO, Adeleke AK. 

Advances in Process Safety and Hazard Mitigation in 

Chlorination and Disinfection Units of Water Treatment 

Plants. Journal Not Specified, 2020. 

54. Ockey GJ, Choi I. Structural Equation Modeling 

Reporting Practices for Language Assessment. Lang 

Assess Q, Jul 2015; 12(3):305-319. Doi: 

10.1080/15434303.2015.1050101 

55. Ray JM, et al. Six habits of highly successful health 

information technology: Powerful strategies for design 

and implementation. Journal of the American Medical 

Informatics Association, Jun 2019; 26(10):1109-1114. 

Doi: 10.1093/JAMIA/OCZ098 

56. Chang SE, Chen YC, Lu MF. Supply chain re-

engineering using blockchain technology: A case of 

smart contract based tracking process. Technol Forecast 

Soc Change, Jul 2019; 144:1-11. Doi: 

10.1016/J.TECHFORE.2019.03.015 

57. Mitchell M, Getchell M, Nkaka M, Msellemu D, Van 

Esch J, Hedt-Gauthier B. Perceived improvement in 

integrated management of childhood illness 

implementation through use of mobile technology: 

Qualitative evidence from a pilot study in Tanzania. J 

Health Commun, May 2012; 17(SUPPL. 1):118-127. 

Doi: 10.1080/10810730.2011.649105 

58. Chaudhuri S, Dayal U, Narasayya V. An overview of 

business intelligence technology. Commun ACM, Aug 

2011; 54(8):88-98. Doi: 10.1145/1978542.1978562 

59. Koppel R. Great promises of healthcare information 

technology deliver less. Healthcare Information 

Management Systems: Cases, Strategies, and Solutions: 

Fourth Edition, Sep 2015, 101-125. Doi: 10.1007/978-

3-319-20765-0_6 

60. Boh WF, Yellin D. Using enterprise architecture 

standards in managing information technology. Journal 

of Management Information Systems, Dec 2006; 

23(3):163-207. Doi: 10.2753/MIS0742-1222230307 

61. Aral S, Brynjolfsson E, Van Alstyne M. Information, 

technology and information worker productivity task 

level evidence. Inf. Syst. Res. 2012; 23(3), part 2:849-

867. Doi: 10.1287/isre.1110.0408 

62. Byun J, Sung TE, Park HW. Technological innovation 

strategy: How do technology life cycles change by 

technological area. Technol Anal Strateg Manag, Jan 

2018; 30(1):98-112. Doi: 

10.1080/09537325.2017.1297397 

63. Burrell Nickell E, Roberts RW. Organizational 

legitimacy, conflict, and hypocrisy: An alternative view 

of the role of internal auditing. Critical Perspectives on 

Accounting. 2014; 25(3):217-221. Doi: 

10.1016/J.CPA.2013.10.005 

64. Lenz R, Hahn U. A synthesis of empirical internal audit 

effectiveness literature pointing to new research 

opportunities. Managerial Auditing Journal, Jan 2015; 

30(1):5-33. Doi: 10.1108/MAJ-08-2014-1072 

65. Sarens G, De Beelde I. Internal auditors’ perception 

about their role in risk management: A comparison 

http://www.multiresearchjournal.com/


International Journal of Advanced Multidisciplinary Research and Studies   www.multiresearchjournal.com 

2305 

between US and Belgian companies. Managerial 

Auditing Journal. 2006; 21(1):63-80. Doi: 

10.1108/02686900610634766 

66. Zuckweiler KM, Rosacker KM, Hayes SK. Business 

students’ perceptions of corporate governance best 

practices. Corporate Governance (Bingley), Apr 2016; 

16(2):361-376. Doi: 10.1108/CG-08-2015-0117 

67. Sheehan NT. A risk-based approach to strategy 

execution. Journal of Business Strategy. 2010; 

31(5):25-37. Doi: 10.1108/02756661011076291 

68. Wilkinson N, Coetzee P. Internal audit assurance or 

consulting services rendered on governance: How does 

one decide? Journal of Governance and Regulation. 

2015; 4(1):186-200. Doi: 10.22495/JGR_V4_I1_C2_P3 

69. Woods M. Linking risk management to strategic 

controls: A case study of Tesco plc. Int J Risk Assess 

Manag. 2007; 7(8):1074-1088. Doi: 

10.1504/IJRAM.2007.015295 

70. Sarens G, Abdolmohammadi MJ, Lenz R. Factors 

associated with the internal audit function’s role in 

corporate governance. Journal of Applied Accounting 

Research. 2012; 13(2):191-204. Doi: 

10.1108/09675421211254876 

71. Elhelaly M. Related party transactions, corporate 

governance and accounting quality in Greece, Jul 2014. 

72. Osho GO. Building Scalable Blockchain Applications: 

A Framework for Leveraging Solidity and AWS 

Lambda in Real-World Asset Tokenization. Unknown 

Journal, 2020. 

73. Khongmalai O, Distanont A. Corporate governance 

model in Thai state-owned enterprises: Structural 

equation modelling approach. Corporate Governance 

(Bingley). 2017; 17(4):613-628. Doi: 10.1108/CG-01-

2016-0021 

74. Ashiedu BI, Ogbuefi E, Nwabekee S, Ogeawuchi JC, 

Abayomi AA. Developing Financial Due Diligence 

Frameworks for Mergers and Acquisitions in Emerging 

Telecom Markets. Iconic Research and Engineering 

Journals. 2020; 4(1):183-196 [Online]. Available: 

https://www.irejournals.com/paper-details/1708562 

75. Kirogo FK. Effect of Risk- Based Audit on Financial 

Perfomance: A Survey of Insurance Companies in 

Nakuru Town, Kenya. IOSR Journal of Business and 

Management. 2014; 16(10):84-91. Doi: 10.9790/487X-

161038491 

76. Akpe OE, Ogeawuchi JC, Abayomi AA, Agboola OA, 

Ogbuefi E. A Conceptual Framework for Strategic 

Business Planning in Digitally Transformed 

Organizations. Iconic Research and Engineering 

Journals. 2020; 4(4):207-222 [Online]. Available: 

https://www.irejournals.com/paper-details/1708525 

77. Omisola JO, Shiyanbola JO, Osho GO. A Predictive 

Quality Assurance Model Using Lean Six Sigma: 

Integrating FMEA, SPC, and Root Cause Analysis for 

Zero-Defect Production Systems. Unknown Journal, 

2020. 

78. Ilufoye H, Akinrinoye OV, Okolo CH. A strategic 

product innovation model for launching digital lending 

solutions in financial technology. International Journal 

of Multidisciplinary Research and Growth Evaluation. 

2020; 1(3):93-99. 

79. Goodwin J. A comparison of internal audit in the 

private and public sectors. Managerial Auditing Journal, 

Jun 2004; 19(5):640-650. Doi: 

10.1108/02686900410537766 

80. Abidin NHZ. Factors influencing the implementation of 

risk-based auditing. Asian Review of Accounting. 2017; 

25(3):361-375. Doi: 10.1108/ARA-10-2016-0118 

81. Fernández-Laviada A. Internal audit function role in 

operational risk management. Journal of Financial 

Regulation and Compliance. 2007; 15(2):143-155. Doi: 

10.1108/13581980710744039 

82. Afolabi M, Onukogu OA, Igunma TO, Adeleke AK. 

Systematic Review of Polymer Selection for 

Dewatering and Conditioning in Chemical Sludge 

Processing. Journal Not Specified, 2020. 

83. Goodwin-Stewart J, Kent P. The use of internal audit by 

Australian companies. Managerial Auditing Journal. 

2006; 21(1):81-101. Doi: 10.1108/02686900610634775 

84. Marchini PL, Mazza T, Medioli A. Related party 

transactions, corporate governance and earnings 

management. Corporate Governance, Oct 2018; 

18(6):1124-1146. Doi: 10.1108/CG-11-2017-0271 

85. Kabuye F, Nkundabanyanga SK, Opiso J, Nakabuye Z. 

Internal audit organisational status, competencies, 

activities and fraud management in the financial 

services sector. Managerial Auditing Journal, Nov 

2017; 32(9):924-944. Doi: 10.1108/MAJ-09-2016-1452 

86. Dano UL, Balogun AL, Abubakar IR, Aina YA. 

Transformative urban governance: confronting 

urbanization challenges with geospatial technologies in 

Lagos, Nigeria. GeoJournal, Aug 2020; 85(4):1039-

1056. Doi: 10.1007/S10708-019-10009-1/TABLES/3 

87. Allegrini M, D’Onza G. Internal Auditing and Risk 

Assessment in Large Italian Companies: an Empirical 

Survey. International Journal of Auditing, Nov 2003; 

7(3):191-208. Doi: 10.1046/J.1099-1123.2003.00070.X 

88. Osho GO. Decentralized Autonomous Organizations 

(DAOs): A Conceptual Model for Community-Owned 

Banking and Financial Governance. Unknown Journal, 

2020. 

89. Arena M, Azzone G. Identifying Organizational Drivers 

of Internal Audit Effectiveness. International Journal of 

Auditing, Mar 2009; 13(1):43-60. Doi: 10.1111/J.1099-

1123.2008.00392.X 

90. Al-Twaijry AAM, Brierley JA, Gwilliam DR. The 

development of internal audit in Saudi Arabia: An 

institutional theory perspective. Critical Perspectives on 

Accounting. 2003; 14(5):507-531. Doi: 10.1016/S1045-

2354(02)00158-2 

91. Omisola JO, Shiyanbola JO, Osho GO. A Predictive 

Quality Assurance Model Using Lean Six Sigma: 

Integrating FMEA, SPC, and Root Cause Analysis for 

Zero-Defect Production Systems. Unknown Journal, 

2020. 

92. Bisson C, Warin T. Data Science and Strategic 

Complexity. 2020 IEEE International Conference on 

Technology Management, Operations and Decisions, 

ICTMOD 2020, Nov 2020. Doi: 

10.1109/ICTMOD49425.2020.9380587 

93. Henseler J, Ringle CM, Sarstedt M. A new criterion for 

assessing discriminant validity in variance-based 

structural equation modeling. J Acad Mark Sci, Jan 

2015; 43(1):115-135. Doi: 10.1007/S11747-014-0403-8 

94. Coetzee P, Lubbe D. Improving the efficiency and 

effectiveness of risk-based internal audit engagements. 

http://www.multiresearchjournal.com/


International Journal of Advanced Multidisciplinary Research and Studies   www.multiresearchjournal.com 

2306 

International Journal of Auditing. 2014; 18(2):115-125. 

Doi: 10.1111/IJAU.12016 

95. Abdullatif M, Kawuq S. The role of internal auditing in 

risk management: Evidence from banks in Jordan. 

Journal of Economic and Administrative Sciences. 

2015; 31(1):30-50. Doi: 10.1108/JEAS-08-2013-0025 

96. Omisola JO, Etukudoh EA, Okenwa OK, Olugbemi 

GIT, Ogu E. Geomechanical Modeling for Safe and 

Efficient Horizontal Well Placement Analysis of Stress 

Distribution and Rock Mechanics to Optimize Well 

Placement and Minimize Drilling. Unknown Journal, 

2020. 

97. Castanheira N, Rodrigues LL, Craig R. Factors 

associated with the adoption of risk-based internal 

auditing. Managerial Auditing Journal, Jan 2010; 

25(1):79-98. Doi: 10.1108/02686901011007315 

98. Mgbame AC, Akpe OE, Abayomi AA, Ogbuefi E, 

Adeyelu OO. Barriers and enablers of BI tool 

implementation in underserved SME communities. 

Iconic Research and Engineering Journals. 2020; 

3(7):211-220 [Online]. Available: 

https://www.irejournals.com/paper-details/1708221 

99. Endaya KA, Hanefah MM. Internal auditor 

characteristics, internal audit effectiveness, and 

moderating effect of senior management. Journal of 

Economic and Administrative Sciences. 2016; 

32(2):160-176. Doi: 10.1108/JEAS-07-2015-0023 

100. Akpe OE, Ogeawuchi JC, Abayomi AA, Agboola OA, 

Ogbuefi E. A Conceptual Framework for Strategic 

Business Planning in Digitally Transformed 

Organizations. Iconic Research and Engineering 

Journals. 2020; 4(4):207-222 [Online]. Available: 

https://www.irejournals.com/paper-details/1708525 

101. Ashiedu BI, Ogbuefi E, Nwabekee US, Ogeawuchi JC, 

Abayomi AA. Developing Financial Due Diligence 

Frameworks for Mergers and Acquisitions in Emerging 

Telecom Markets. Iconic Research and Engineering 

Journals. 2020; 4(1):183-196 [Online]. Available: 

https://www.irejournals.com/paper-details/1708562 

102. Mgbame CA, Akpe OE, Abayomi AA, Ogbuefi E, 

Adeyelu OO. Barriers and Enablers of Healthcare 

Analytics Tool Implementation in Underserved 

Healthcare Communities. Healthcare Analytics. 2020; 

45(45)SP:45-45 [Online]. Available: 

https://www.irejournals.com/paper-details/1708221 

103. De Zwaan L, Stewart J, Subramaniam N. Internal audit 

involvement in enterprise risk management. Managerial 

Auditing Journal, Jul 2011; 26(7):586-604. Doi: 

10.1108/02686901111151323 

104. Ilufoye H, Akinrinoye OV, Okolo CH. A Scalable 

Infrastructure Model for Digital Corporate Social 

Responsibility in Underserved School Systems. 

International Journal of Multidisciplinary Research and 

Growth Evaluation. 2020; 1(3):100-106. 

http://www.multiresearchjournal.com/

